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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is issued in response to applicant's amendment filed February 5, 
2007. 

2. Claims 1-37 are presented. No claims were added and claims 5,14,25, and 34 
are cancelled. 

3. Claims 1-4,6-13,15-24,26-33, and 35-37 are pending. 

4. Applicant's arguments filed February 5, 2007, have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

■ 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

■ 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-4,6,9-11,15-24,26,29-34, and 35-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Travis (US Patent Application No. 
20040215607) filed April 25, 2003, in view of Linden (US Patent Application No. 
2002001 9763) filed March 29, 2001 . 

Regarding Claims 1 and 21, Travis discloses a method comprising: 
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obtaining from an index a search result associated with a current search 
query ([0004], lines 1-8, Travis), the search result comprising a first article 
identifier (Fig.2A; [0026], lines 8-10, Travis) 1 ; 

providing a content display comprising a second article identifier (Fig.2A; 
[0026], lines 12-14, Travis) 2 . However, while Travis discloses the content display 
(Fig.1 B), Travis is silent with respect to determining whether to update the 
content display with the search result. On the other hand, Linden discloses 
determining whether to update the content display with the search result ([0195], 
Linden). Travis and Linden are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavor of determining the relationship between items in viewable 
areas. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to incorporate Linden's teachings into the Travis system. A skilled 
artisan would have been motivated to combine as suggested by Linden at [0012], 
in order to identify items that are related to one another based on the activities of 
a group of users. As a result, providing personalized item recommendations to 
users along with related items. Therefore, the combination of Travis in view of 
Linden, disclose the determining comprising comparing the current search query 
to a previous search query associated with the content display ([0029] and 
[0031], Travis); and responsive to a positive determination to update the content 
display, updating the content display ([0136] and [0195], Lindeii) 3 . 

1 Examiner Notes: Fig.2A, item 266 corresponds to the first article identifier. 

2 Examiner Notes: Fig.2A, the second results 260-2, represent the second article identifier. 

3 Examiner Notes: The positive determination is made when the user selects the update page button, in 
order to notify the system to proceed with the updating of the information. 
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Regarding Claims 2 and 22, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 
disclose the method wherein the first article identifier comprises a first relevancy 
measure, and the second article identifier comprises a second relevancy 
measure (Fig.2A; [0026], lines 8-14, Travis) 4 . 

Regarding Claims 3 and 23, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 
disclose the method wherein determining whether to update the content display 
comprises comparing the first relevancy measure with the second relevancy 
measure ([0029], lines 7-12, Travis). 

Regarding Claims 4 and 24, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 
disclose the method further comprising updating the content display when the 
first relevancy measure exceeds the second relevancy measure ([0029], Travis). 

Regarding Claims 6 and 26, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 
disclose the method further comprising updating the content display when the 
current search query and the previous search query differ by more than a 
predetermined percentage or amount ([0081], Linden). 



4 Examiner Notes: Fig.2A, item 268 corresponds to the first relevancy measure and item 274 corresponds 
to the second relevancy measure. 



* 
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Regarding Claims 9 and 29, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 
disclose the method wherein determining whether to update the content display 
comprises comparing the first article identifier to the second article identifier 
([0029], lines 7-12, Travis). 

» 

Regarding Claims 10 and 30, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 

> 

disclose the method further comprising updating the content display when the 
first article identifier and the second article identifier are different ([0029], Travis). 

Regarding Claims 1 1 and 31 , the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 
disclose the method wherein determining whether to update the content display 
comprises monitoring a mouse pointer associated with the content display 
([0025], Travis). 

Regarding Claims 15 and 35, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 
disclose the method wherein updating the content display comprises replacing 
the first article identifier with the second article identifier ([0027], Travis). 

Regarding Claims 16 and 36, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 
disclose the method wherein the first article identifier comprises a first plurality of 
article identifiers and the second article identifier comprises a second plurality of 



t 
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article identifiers and further comprising replacing the second plurality of article 
identifiers with the first plurality of article identifiers (Fig.2A; [0027], Travis). 

Regarding Claims 17 and 37, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 
disclose the method wherein the first article identifier comprises a first plurality of 
article identifiers and the second article identifier comprises a second plurality of 
article identifiers and further comprising merging the first plurality of article 
identifiers with the second plurality of article identifiers (Fig.2A; [0029], lines 1-4, 
Travis). 

Regarding Claims 18-20, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 
• * 
disclose the method wherein the index comprises a global index ([0055], Travis) 

and a local index ([0003], lines 1-9, Travis). 

* 

7. Claims 7-8 and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Travis (US Patent Application No. 20040215607) filed April 25, 
2003, in view of Linden (US Patent Application No. 20020019763) filed March 29, 
2001, as applied to claims 1-6,9-1 1,14-26,29-31, and 34-37 above, and further in 
view of Barrett (US Patent Application No. 20030135490) filed January 15, 2002. 

Regarding Claims 7 and 27, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 
disclose all of the claimed subject matter as stated above. However the 



I 

I 

Application/Control Number: 10/814,056 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2161 

combination of Travis in view of Linden, are silent with respect to determining 
whether each term in the current search query is also in the previous search 
query. On the other hand, Barrett discloses determining whether each term in the 
current search query is also in the previous search query ([0034], lines 7-14, 
Barrett). Travis, Linden, and Barrett are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of providing relevant results in response to queries within 
large databases. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to incorporate Barrett's teachings into the Travis in view 
of Linden system. A skilled artisan would have been motivated to combine as 
suggested by Barrett at [0002], lines 12-18, in order to provide a technique which 
takes into account the age of uses, as well as other factors needed to refine 
relevant search results for users seeking information. As a result, the 
determination of whether each term in the current query is in the previous query 
helps increase efficiency and speed of the system. 

Regarding Claims 8 and 28, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 
and further in view of Barrett, disclose the method wherein comparing the current 
search query to the previous search query comprises determining the percentage 
of terms in the current search query that are also in the previous search query 
([0034], lines 14-20, Barrett). 
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8. Claims 12-13 and 32-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Travis (US Patent Application No. 20040215607) filed April 25, 
2003, in view of Linden (US Patent Application No. 20020019763) filed March 29, 
2001 as applied to claims 1-6,9-1 1,14-26,29-31, and 34-37 above, and further in 
view of Petropoulos (US Patent No. 7,047,502) filed September 24, 2001. 

♦ 

Regarding Claims 12 and 32, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 
disclose all of the claimed subject matter as stated above. However, the 
combination of Travis in view of Linden, are silent with respect to the mouse 
pointer not active in the content display. On the other hand, Petropoulos 
discloses to the mouse pointer not active in the content display (column 7, lines 
23-41, Petropoulos). Travis, Linden, and Petropoulos are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavor of webpage searching on the Internet or 
Intranet. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to incorporate Petropoulos , teachings into the Travis in view of 
Linden system. A skilled artisan would have been motivated to combine as 

m 

suggested by Petropoulos at column 2, lines 54-62, in order to provide preview 
information, which contains relevant information in the results list. As a result, 
improving the efficiency of analyzing search results and using the data gathered 
to refine and improve the search process. 
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Regarding Claims 13 and 33, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, 
and further in view of Petropoulos, disclose the method further comprising 
updating the content display when the mouse pointer is not approaching the 
content display (column 7, lines 57-62, Petropoulos). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant argues neither Travis nor Linden teach the concept of "current and 
previous search queries, nor determining whether to update the content display by 
comparing the current search query to a previous search query". 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. As stated in the action above, Travis discloses 

■ 

at paragraphs [0029] and [0031], wherein "entries from result set 260-1 and result set 
260-2 are combined based on transformed scores and relevance scores. Some 
embodiments first select the entry having the largest score from amongst the 
transformed scores.of the first result and the relevance scores of the second result. For 
example, entry 262-1 is selected for the first position in the blended result because the 
corresponding transformed score of entry 262-1 , having a value of 0.99, is higher than 
any of the relevance scores and any other transformed scores Examiner interprets, 
the result set 260-1 , which is the first search source, to correspond to the previous 
search query, since this query was the first search received by the search engine and 
the result set 260-2 to correspond to the current result set, since it was the second 

» 

search received by the search engine, allowing it to be the most current. A further 
explanation of the search result sets can be found at paragraph [0026]. Next, Examiner 
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interprets the combining of the scores into the blended result set, by determining and 
selecting the result with the higher score first and so on, to correspond to the comparing 
current search query to the previous search query. Lastly, Linden discloses at 
paragraph [0195], wherein "each recently-viewed item is displayed together with a 
check box to allow the user to individually deselect the item. De-selection of an item 
causes the Session Recommendations component to effectively remove that item from 
the list of "items of known interest" for purposes of generating subsequent Session 
Recommendations. A user may deselect an item if, for example, the user is not actually 
interested in the item (e.g., the item was viewed by another person who shares the 
same computer). Once the user de-selects one or more of the recently viewed items, 
the user can select the "update page" button to view a refined list of Session 
Recommendations. When the user selects this button, the HTTP/XML application 
deletes the deselected item(s) from the corresponding session record in the click 
stream table, or marks such items as being deselected. The Session Recommendations 
process then regenerates the Session Recommendations using the modified session 
record 1 . Examiner interprets the selection and de-selection of the items and the 
selection of the "update page" button, which is used to refine a list of recommendations 
and generate a modified list of items, to correspond to the positive determination being 
made to update the content display. Further examples can be found within paragraph 
[0136]. Therefore, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, are believed to fully 
disclose the argued limitation above. 
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Applicant argues, Linden does not teach, "determining whether search queries 
differ by more than a predetermined percentage or amount". 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. As stated in the action, Linden discloses at 
paragraph [0081], wherein "each similar items list consists of the N items, which based 
on correlations between purchases of items, are deemed to be the most closely related 
to the respective popular item. Each item in the similar items list is stored together with 
a commonality index value which indicates the relatedness of that item to the popular 
item ...A relatively high commonality index for a pair of items (ITEM A and ITEM B) 
indicates that a relatively large percentage ...A relatively low commonality index for a 
pair of items indicates that a relatively small percentage . . .". Examiner interprets the 
correlation between the popular items (which satisfies a pre-specified popularity criteria) 
and the similar items, to produce a commonality index (which indicates the relatedness 
of the items) to correspond to a predetermined percentage difference between the 
current and previous search query. Further explanations of the search queries differing 
by a predetermined percentage can be found at paragraphs [0046], [0079], [0121-0123], 
[0129], and [0136]. Therefore, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, are believed 
to fully disclose the argued limitation above. 

Applicant argues, Barrett does not "determine whether each term in a current 
search query is also in a previous search query". 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. As stated in the action, Barrett discloses at 
paragraph [0034], wherein "the present invention maintains two different hypothetical 
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enhanced popularity scores for each key term for each site, each hypothetical score 
using one of the decay rates". Examiner interprets the maintaining of each key term 
using the decay rates to correspond to determining whether each term in a current 
query is in a previous query. Further explanation of the decay rates can be found at 
paragraph [0013], lines 12-19, wherein "a prior use on the same day as when the query 
is entered may receive 100% value whereas the value for each previous day is reduced 
by 1%\ Also, paragraph [0047], further details to relate one query to another by relating 

■ 

the key terms from the queries. As a result, Barrett fully discloses the argued limitation 
above. 

Applicant argues Petropoulos does not remedy the deficiencies of Travis,, Linden, 

* 

and Barrett, and in particular the step of determining whether to update a content 
display by comparing a current search query to a previous search query. 

Examiner does not believe this argument to be of relevance. The Petropoulos 
reference was not relied upon to disclose the limitation of "determining whether to 
update a content display by comparing a current search query to a previous search 
query". However, the combination of Travis in view of Linden, were relied upon and are 
believed to fully disclose the limitations. Therefore, applicant's argument that 
Petropoulos does not remedy the deficiencies is unwarranted, because it is believed 
that there are no deficiencies to remedy. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in * 
this Office action. 

Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant 
is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 

o 

TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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